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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office action is in response to Applicant's amendment and request for 
reconsideration filed on June 19, 2008. 
Claims 1-20 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 12, 14, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Gase (US 6,363,081). 

As per claim 12, Gase teaches a processor coupled to memory and a hardware 
device for communicating ('Client computer', Fig. 1 , ref. 20, col. 2, and lines 59-61 ) with 
remote resources (see Fig, 1, ref. 22); software in memory and comprising: 

An operating service for receiving system service requests via an application 
services interface ('port', read as an application services interface, see col. 3, lines 1- 
20); plural applications (see col. 3, lines 1-2) requesting remote services from the 
operating service via the application service interface (see col. 3, lines 1-20); 
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a connection manager (i.e. a primary application) for establishing via the hardware 
device (i.e. client 24) a connection (i.e. a port connection of the client device 24, see 
abstract) being shared by a plural applications (i.e. secondary applications, see col. 3, 
lines 30-45) communicating with remote resources over the connection (i.e. server Fig. 
1 , ref. 22) and for maintaining the connection when an application requests a 
disconnection while another application is still using the connection (see "drop 
command", col. 5, lines 62-col. 6, line 2, wherein a secondary application is dropped 
while the other secondary application remain connected or col. 6, lines 48-60) 

As per claim 14, Gase further teaches wherein the connection manager 
maintains a list of applications that have requested the connection (see "Distribution 
list", col. 3, lines 30-45) 

As per claim 16, Gase further teaches wherein the system is a personal 
computer (see col. 2, lines 59-25). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 1-3, 13, 15, 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gase (US 6,363,081) in view of Hong et al. (US H2065 H), 
hereafter Hong. 

As per claim 1 , Gase teaches receiving, in a connection manager (i.e. a first 
application that receives port connection requests from secondary applications, see col. 
3, lines 30-35) that is separate from the plural applications (see col. 3, lines 30-35) , a 
connection request comprising a process identification ("forwarding information", see 
col. 3, lines 38-45, read as identification information for a process) and saving the 
process identification in a data structure ("distribution list", see col. 3, lines 38-45); 

Establishing a connection, using the connection manager , upon receiving a 
connection request when no connection exists (see col. 1 , lines 64-col. 2, lines 9, 
wherein the primary application receives registration requests for connecting with the 
contested port, when the secondary applications are not yet registered with the port 
connection yet, read as no connection existing); 

Receiving a disconnection request comprising a process identification and 
removing the disconnection process identification from the data structure (see "DROP" 
command, read as a disconnection request, col. 5, lines 57-62); 

Gase further teaches see col. 6, lines 56-60, "Upon receiving a shutdown notice, 
the affected secondary applications begin negotiating among themselves to identify 
which application should become the primary application." Thus Gase, teaches that 
there are further secondary applications within the distribution list for which to take over 
for the primary application, however, Gase does not expressly teach terminating the 
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connection upon receiving a disconnection request when no process identification 
remain in the data structure after removing the disconnecting process identification. 

However, in the same art of network session establishing, Hong et al. teaches a 
technique for closing client network connections when there is no longer any use for the 
connection to stay upon (see col. 7, lines 42-55). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings of Gase with the teachings of Hong for terminating the connection over the 
primary port when there are no longer any secondary applications in the distribution list 
requesting to bind with the primary port (i.e. terminating the connection upon receiving a 
disconnection request when no process identification remain in the data structure after 
removing the disconnecting process identification). The motivation for doing so would 
have been to release any client resources associated with the maintenance of the 
inactive internet connection. 

As per claim 2, Gase in view of Hong further teaches saving a time that a 
connection request was received (see Hong, 'idle time', col. 7, lines 42-47); after a 
threshold period after the time (see Hong, 'amount pre-determined to be adequate for 
the closing operation', see col. 7, lines 42-55), removing a process identification from 
the data structure if a process associated with the process identification has terminated 
(see Gase, col. 5, lines 57-62); and terminating the connection when no process 
identifications remain in the data structure after removing the identification of the 
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terminated process (see rationale provided in claim 1, with respect to the combined 
teachings of Gase and Hong). 

The same motivation that was utilized for combining Gase and Hong in claim 1 
applies equally well to claim 2. 

As per claim 3, Gase in view of Hong further teaches wherein the device is a 
computer (see Gase, client computer Fig. 1 , ref. 24, and col. 3, lines 1-2) and the 
connection is a dial-up connection (see Hong, 'dial-up', col. 1 . lines 20-35). 

As per claim 20, Gase in view of Hong further teaches periodically removing 
identifiers of processes from the stored identifiers when the processes have terminated 
without requesting a disconnect (see Hong, wherein, regardless of whether a TCP 
disconnect command is issued, the connection with the application will close once the 
idle timer 607 reaches zero, see col. 7, lines 42-55). 

Claims 13,15,18, and 1 9 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 1 , 2, 3, 1 2 
14, 16, and 20 since they recite substantially identical subject matter. Any differences 
between the claims do not result in patentably distinct claims and all of the limitations 
are taught by the above cited art. 
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Claims 4, 5, 6 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gase (US 6,363,081) ("Gase") in view of Hong (US H2065 H) ("Hong"), in 
further view of Cho et al. (US 6922728) ("Cho"), hereafter referred to as Cho. 

As per claim 4, Gase in view of Hong does not teach wherein the device is a 
wireless device and the connection is a wireless connection. 

As per claim 5, Gase in view of Hong does not teach the wireless device being a 

phone. 

As per claim 6, Gase in view of Hong, does not teach the wireless device being a 
hand-held device. 

As per claim 17, Gase does not expressly teach the connection being wireless. 

However, a device such as a wireless hand-held phone which opens internet 
connections via wireless links was well known in the art at the time of the invention. For 
example, Cho teaches the use of a hand-held personal digital assistant (PDA), with 
phone capabilities, which connects to the internet via a wireless connection (see col. 1 , 
lines 25-35). 

One of skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the teachings of Gase 
and Hong, for use with a personal digital assistant (PDA) in order to take advantage of 
the inherent portability associated with such a device. 
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Claims 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peiffer 
et al. (US 2002/0052931) ("Peiffer"), in view of Gase (US 6,363,081) ("Gase"), in 
further view of Hong (US H2065 H) ("Hong"). 

As per claim 7, Peiffer teaches receiving from a first application (see Fig. 2, ref. 
12), a first request (HTTP requests, see 1f0028), in a connection manager (networking 
device. Fig. 2, ref. 26), for connection to a remote resource (see Fig. 2, ref. 25); 

Upon receiving the first request for connection, creating the connection between 
the first application and the remote resource when the connection is not already 
established (see 1f0043 and Fig. 7, which generally discusses the opening of a 
connection between the first application (i.e. client) and the remote resource (i.e. server 
system). However, Peiffer does not necessarily teach the connection between the client 
and the server system occurring in response to a client application request, for instance 
it is possible that the server socket connection is pre-established. Nevertheless, 
opening a connection between a client application and a server in response to a client 
request is well known in the art (see for example Anders (US 6604144), col. 2, lines 1- 
18). One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to open a connection 
between the remote resource (Fig. 2, ref. 25) and the client application (Fig. 2, ref. 12) 
in response to an HTTP request. The obvious motivation for doing so would have been 
to reduce overhead (i.e. TCP connection exchanges) associated with establishing 
server connection until such a connection is required by a client application); 
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Receiving, in the connection manager (see Fig. 2, ref. 12), a second request (i.e. 
HTTP requests from multiple client applications, see 1J0028) from a second application 
for connection to the same remote resource as the first application (i.e. Fig. 2, ref. 25); 

sharing the connection to the remote resource between the first application and 
the second application (i.e. "via a single server TCP connection", see 1J0028 and 
U0032); 

Receiving a request for a disconnection form a remote resource ("explicit 
command to close", see 1f0041 ); 

Peiffer, however, does not expressly teach the concept of data structure for 
saving an identifier of the first request for a connection .... Deleting from the data 
structure, an identifier of the request for disconnection; disconnecting the connection 
upon a disconnection request when the deleted identifier is the last identifier of a 
request for a connection in the data structure. 

However, in the same art of network connection sharing, Gase teaches a data 
structure for storing an identifier of an application requesting access to a network port 
connection ("distribution list", see col. 3, lines 38-45). Furthermore, Gase teaches the 
step of deleting the identifier from the data structure upon a request for disconnection 
(see "DROP" command, read as a disconnection request, col. 5, lines 57-62). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings of Peiffer with the teachings of Gase. The obvious motivation for doing so 
would have been to provide a means for keeping track of the client applications 
requesting access to a particular server socket. 
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Furthermore, although Gase teaches see col. 6, lines 56-60, "Upon receiving a 
shutdown notice, the affected secondary applications begin negotiating among 
themselves to identify which application should become the primary application." Thus 
Gase, teaches that there are further secondary applications within the distribution list for 
which to take over for the primary application, however, Gase does not expressly teach 
terminating the connection upon receiving a disconnection request when no process 
identification remain in the data structure after removing the disconnecting process 
identification. 

However, in the same art of network session establishing, Hong et al. teaches a 
technique for closing client network connections when there is no longer any use for the 
connection to stay upon (see col. 7, lines 42-55). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings of Peiffer and Gase with the teachings of Hong for terminating the server 
system connection when there are no longer any secondary applications in the 
distribution list requesting to bind with the primary port (i.e. terminating the connection 
upon receiving a disconnection request when no process identification remain in the 
data structure after removing the disconnecting process identification). The motivation 
for doing so would have been to release any resources on the network device (see 
Peiffer Fig. 2 ref. 26) associated with the maintenance of the inactive server system 
connections. 
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As per claim 8, the combination of Peiffer, Gase and Hong teaches the invention 
substantially as claimed as noted above. Furthermore, Gase in view of Hong further 
teaches saving a time that a connection request was received (see Hong, 'idle time', 
col. 7, lines 42-47); after a threshold period after the time (see Hong, 'amount pre- 
determined to be adequate for the closing operation', see col. 7, lines 42-55), removing 
a process identification from the data structure if a process associated with the process 
identification has terminated (see Gase, col. 5, lines 57-62); and terminating the 
connection when no process identifications remain in the data structure after removing 
the identification of the terminated process (see rationale provided in claim 7, with 
respect to the combined teachings of Gase and Hong). 

The same motivation that was utilized for combining Peiffer, Gase and Hong in 
claim 7 applies equally well to claim 8. 

As per claim 9, Peiffer further teaches wherein a request for a connection 
originates from an application and the remote resource is a web server ("HTTP 
requests", see abstract also see ^0019 "web servers") 

As per claim 10, Peiffer teaches the connection with the server system occurring 
over a LAN Fig. 2, ref. 84 and thus does not expressly teach the connection being a 
dial-up connection between a modem and an Internet service provider. 

Nevertheless, dial up connections between a modem and an Internet service 
Provider were well known in the art at the time of the invention, for example, Hong 
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teaches a dial-up connection between a modem and an Internet service provider (see 
Hong, 'dial-up', col. 1 . lines 20-35 and col. 3, lines 40-41 ). 

One of skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the teachings of 
Peiffer with the teachings of Hong for establishing a dial up connection with the server 
system over a wide area network (i.e. via an internet service provider). The obvious 
motivation for doing so would have been to operate the invention disclosed by Peiffer 
(i.e. network device Fig. 2, ref. 26) from a location remote from the LAN (fig. 2, ref. 84). 

Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peiffer et 
al. (US 2002/0052931) ("Peiffer"), in view of Gase (US 6,363,081) ("Gase"), in view 
of Hong (US H2065 H) ("Hong"), in further view of Microsoft Computer Dictionary. 
5 th ed. (May 01, 2002). 

As per claim 1 1 , Peiffer further teaches wherein the method is running on a 
device (i.e. network device Fig. 2, ref. 26) with plural applications (i.e. muxing and 
demuxing software applications, see 1J0028) sending the connection requests and 
communicating with remote resources over the connection (see server system, Fig. 2, 
ref. 22). 

Peiffer does not expressly teach the network device being a wireless network 

device. 
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However, wireless networking was well known in the art at the time of the invention. For 
example, Microsoft Computer Dictionary. 5 th ed. (May 01, 2002) teaches a wireless local 
area network (see "WLAN"). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the 
teachings of Peiffer with a wireless networking device. The obvious motivation for doing 
so would have been to take advantage of the added mobility inherent to a wireless 
device. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed June 19, 2008, with respect to claims 1,12 and 18 have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

With respect to the applicant's argument that the prior art, Gase (US 6,363,081) 
("Gase") does not teach "a connection manager for establishing via the hardware device 
a connection shared by a plural applications communicating with remote resources over 
the connection and for maintaining the connection when an application requests a 
disconnection while another application is still using the connection", the examiner 
respectfully disagrees. 

See col. 3, lines 2-6, which clearly teaches a connection manager (i.e. a primary 
application) for establishing via the hardware device (i.e. client 24) a connection (i.e. a 
port connection of the client device 24, see abstract) being shared by a plural 
applications (i.e. secondary applications, see col. 3, lines 30-45) communicating with 
remote resources over the connection (i.e. server Fig. 1, ref. 22). 
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Similarly the applicant's amendments with regards to claims 1 and 18, are not 
persuasive over the prior art. For example, "a connection manager that is separate from 
the plural applications", is clearly taught by Gase, see for example col. 3, lines 30-32, 
wherein the primary application (which the examiner is interpreting as the claimed 
connection manager) is taught as being separate from the secondary applications 
(which the examiner is interpreting as the claimed plural applications). 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 7 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy 
as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BRENDAN Y. HIGA whose telephone number is 
(571)272-5823. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (571)272-3949. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Glenton B. Burgess/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2153 
BYH 



